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Growthmodelscanbeviewedin threedistinctways.Firstly,theycanbeviewed
as "analyticalfiling" devices.Secondly,theycanbeviewedascasualschemesof
explanation.Thirdly, they canberegardedasanexampleof "instrumentalinfer-
ence". From the point of viewof developmentplanning,the firstandthe third
usesareveryimportant. It is arguedin thepaperthatfrom thesepointsof view,
they do serveusefulpurposes. This is true despitetheexistenceof numerous
deficienciesfrom whichcurrentlyexistingmodelssuffer.Thisargumentis suppor-
tedin thepaperwith thehelpof illustrationsfromtheexistingliteratureongrowth
models. .
I
From 1848to 1948,a periodof onehundredyears,therewaslittleexplicit
concernwith 'growthmodels'evenafterallowingfor averyinformaldefinitionof
whatconstitutesa model.Weare,of course,excludingthevery importantwork
thatwasdonebyMarx,especiallyin thesecondvolumeof TheCapital,whichwas
publishedin aneditedformbyEngels.Thisis becausevenamongstMarxists,the
secondvolumedidnotexerciseasmuchinfluenceasit shouldhaveexercised,partly,
no doubt,becauseof itssomewhatformalanddisjointedcharacter.Theywere,of
course,completelyignoredbyprominentcriticsofMarxsuchasBohm-Bawerk.
Wemaybe inclinedto includeMarshallamongsttheprecursorsof whatis
knownthesedaysasthe"neoclassical"modelofgrowth.Thishassomejustification
inasmuchasMarshalldid devotesomeattentionto theproblemof growthin his
Principles,andastherecenteditionof Marshall'searlyworksbyWhitaker[17;pp.
305-316]shows,Marshallhaddevelopedaformalmodelofgrowthasearlyas1881,
which,althoughinsufficientlyanalyzed,idcontainmanyfeatureswhicharetreated
asimportanttoday,notablyhistreatmentof anaggregateproductionfunctionand
measurementoflabourinefficiencyunits.ButMarshallfailedtoachieveanyintegra-
tionbetweenhistheoryof valueandhistheoryof growth.Hencethetreatmentof
thecentralissuesof growthin hisPrincipleswasinformalandtherewaslittleorno
attemptonhispartto investigateheeffectof growthasacontinuingprocesson
issuesuchasthedistributionof incomesor questionsofincidenceof taxeslikethe
onesthatpreoccupiedRicardoorMill.
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Weare,therefore,not withoutjustificationif weonlymentiontwomajor
effortsduringthisperiodoutsidetheMarxisttraditionwhichcanbedescribedas
significantfromthepointofviewof thedevelopmentsthattookplaceduringthelast
thirtyyearsor so. Theseexceptionspertainto Cassel'sattempto describethe
propertiesof a uniformlyprogressingeconomy[1] andHarrod'sfirst essayon
dynamictheory[6] whichappearedin 1939. Of thesetwoefforts,Cassel'swas
doubtlessa verypreliminaryoneandnothingby wayof a theoremcameout of
Cassel'sanalysis.ButHarrod'swasaverydifferentmatter.However,evenherewe
mustrecallthatHarrod'sprimarypreoccupationduringtheseyearswaswiththe
problemof "TradeCycle"and,ashehimselfwrotein thelateFifties,"it wasthe
effort"to reducethedoctrinesof hisbookon"TheTradeCycle"intobetterorder
whichled him to the formulationof his famous"growthequation"[7]. Thus
Harrod'sobjectivewasnotoneofconstructingacausaltheoryofgrowthbutthatof
tryingto ascertainthenecessaryelationsthatmustpertaintoelementsinasteadily
growingeconomy.His mainachievementwasnot merelyto showthata certain
preciserelationdidin factholdbutalsoto demonstratehatsuchapathofgrowth
wassurroundedby centrifugalforces.This is thefamous'instabilityprinciple'of
Harrod.
Duringtheearlypost-warperiod,interestin Harrod'sworkrevivedpartlybe-
causeof thefurtherworkdoneby Harrodhimselfandpartlybecauseof thework
thatwasdoneby Domar.TherearesomesignificantdifferencesbetweenDomar's
workandHarrod'sworkwhichit wouldbeoutof placeto discusshere.Whatis
important,however,is thattheywerebothextensionsof Keynes'sworkwhichin
. itselfwasstatic[13].
Now Keynes himself was not interestedin policy problemsfacing
developingcountries.Hisprimarypolicyconcernwasto showwhatneededto be
doneto reachfull employmentin maturecapitalistcountries.Domarhit onhis
equationby tryingto workouttherateatwhichinvestmentwillhavetoincreaseif
full employmentwereto obtainafterallowingfor theeffectof investmentonpro-
ductivityalongwithitsdemand-creatingeffectwhichKeyneshadearlieremphasized.
Butwhenit cameto developingcountries,thenatureofunemploymentprob-
lemwasrecognizablya verydifferentone. Howdidit comeaboutthatthesame
modelof growthwasfoundto beusefulin thisvastlydifferentcontext?I believe
thatthereweretwoverydistinctreasonsforthis"migrationofideas".Onereasonis
thatto talkaboutgrowingeconomies,onemustuseacertainlanguageofdiscourse.
It is not merelythe relationshipsbetweenabsolutelevelsof variableswhichare
importantbuttherelationshipsbetweenratesof growtharealsoimportant.Harrod
andDomarhadprovidedtheprofessionwithsucha languagewhichwasvalidno
matterwhetheronewastalkingaboutadvancedor earlystagesof development.
They had alsoprovidedthe professionwith certainhandlytools suchas the
'capital-output'ratioswhichtried to takeinto accounthe "timestructureof
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production",whichcouldbedisaggregatedbysectorstogiveusmoreaidinplanning
investment.I
The otherreasonwasthatthehybrid,calledthe "Harrod-Domar"model,
lookedto someeconomistslikeavalidtheoryof growthatleastona firstlevelof
approximation.It seemedto givepolicyconclusionswhichfittedin with the
commonsenseof the profession.Thata higherateof savingswasa goodthing
seemedjustified:so alsodidtheideathata lowercapital-outputratiowasmore
helpfulin triggeringoff growth.For a 'capital-scarce','labour-abundantcountry',
theseprescriptionshadacompellingquality,atleastonthesurface.
Discussionduringthelasttwodecadeshasclearlyindicatedthatthereislittle
warrantfor treatingtheHarrod-Domarmodelasacausaltheoryofgrowth,evenfor
labour-abundantcountries.Somehavequestionedit fortheallegedlackofsubstitu-
tion between'capital'and'labour',whileothershaverejectedtheconceptof an
economy-wideproductionfunctioninvolvinghomogeneous'capital'andhomgeneous
'labour'.It hasalsobeenquestionedwhetherit is properto talkaboutthesavings
ratioasif it wereindependentof thecapital-outputratio. Thus,theargumentfor
choosingcapital-lighttechniqueswhichwouldseemto followfromthismodelhas
beenquestionedbyotherswhowouldprefercapital-richtechniquesontheground
thatthisimpliesahigherateofsavingsandthus,onacloseanalysis,ismorebenefi-
cialfromthegrowthpointofview.
Theonlyconclusionthatonecandrawfromthisintensivedebateisthatwedo
not possessasyeta theoreticallycoherentandempiricallywell-groundedcausally
adequatemodelof growth.Whatwehavegotfromthesegrowthmodelsconstitutes
whatHickscallsadynamicmethodofanalysis[8,Chapter1].
Fromthis,arewejustifiedin concludingthatgrowthmodelsarenotrelevant
for developmentplanning?If weare,thiswouldbea ratherunfortunatestateof
affairs,atleastfortwomajorreasons.Firstly,theargumentfor developmentplan-
ningarosein thefirstinstancefromtheperceptionthatmarketfailureswereafairly
pervasivef atureof developingeconon'lies.Nothingby wayof refinementin the
generalequilibriumanalysisthathastakenplacein thelasttwenty earswouldhelp
to establishtheclaimthattherearereasonstobelievethatmarketsfunctionsatisfac-
torilyin relationto crucialareasof theeconomy,suchaslabour,foreignexchange
andcapital.Especiallyin regardtocapitalmarkets,doubtsareverystrongindeed,on
boththeoreticalndempiricalgrounds[3].
Decisionspertainingto thedeterminationof thevolumeandcompositionof
investmentmay,therefore,haveto betakenby non-marketprocessesvenif one
weretorelyonthemarketforimplementation.A developmentplanistoberegarded
asadevicefor answeringtheseproblemsandtheneedtogetplansbetter-formulated
persistsasbefore.It may,ofcourse,betruethatin regardtoproblemsofplanimple-
IOn theusefulnessandlimitationof "Capital-outputratios"asforecastingdevicesmuch
hasbeenwritten. Hereweareconcernedwith its analy~icontribution.On this,it is pertinent
to referto Hicks [8,PartII, ChapterXIV].
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mentation,themarketmechanismayhavea greaterroleto playthanwasoften
assumedearlier.However,to treatthemarketasaninstrumentofplanfulf11mentis
a differenthingfromtreatingthe 'marketsystem'asthesoleproviderof all rele-
vanteconomicsignalsincludingchoicesbetweenpresentandfutureconsumptions
orotherrelatedissues.
Theabsenceof a causallyadequatemodelof growth,whileregrettablefrom
manypointsof view,doesnot,however,leaveuswithasituationin whichwehave
to fallbackonthemarketinallessentialrespectsforthereasonsdiscussedbelow.
II
operationsof preferencesandtechnology,theansweris in theaffirmative.ThisI
considerto beamajorfmdingof<?ptimalgrowthmodeis.Theirusefulnessliesnotin
suggestingblueprintsfor immediateadoptionbut aspossiblebenchmarksforpur-
posesofcarryingoutdialoguesbetweentheplannersandpolicymakers.
I shallonlygivetwoexamples,oneof which,arelativelysimpleone,hasbeen
widelydiscussedin the Indianliteraturewhiletheotherhasbeenmuchdiscussedin
thetheoreticalliteratureandisalsobeginningtofmdempiricalpplications.
I shallbeginwiththesimplercase.Thisrelatesto thewell-knowntwo-sector
modelof Mahalanobisinvolvingnon-shiftablecapitalstock[11]. It is wellknown
thatthismodelwasalsodiscussedagreatdealin theSovietUnionduringtheTwen-
tiesby Fel'dman[5]. WhileMahalanobiswasunawareof thiswork,andhisderiva-
tionis formallymuchclearerthanFel'dman's,in bothcases,therewerecertainkey
assumptionsinvolved.Thesecanbestatedasfollows:(i) thereexisttwovertically
integratedsectorsproducingcapitalgoodsandconsumergoodsrespectively;(ii)
currentlyexistingcapitalstockis sector-specific;(ill) currentproductionof invest-
mentgoods,whichis a functionof capacityin capital-goodssector,canbeallocat-
ed freely(or subjecto anyexogenousconstraint)betweenthetwosectors;and,
finally,(iv) thereis notradewiththeoutsideworld.Giventheseassumptionsand
alsotheassumptionthattheproductionofconsumptiongoodsequalsconsumption.
Mahalanobisdemonstratedthat a higherallocationof investmenttodayto the
capital-goodssectorwill entaila relativelyfavourableconsumptionlevelin the
future. Whilehedeternrinedtheallocationratioexogenously,heclearlysuggested
thatthecapital-goodssectordeservedhigherpriorityin theinitialstagesofplanning.
Washejustifiedin thisconclusion?In theSixties,severaleconomistsdemon-
stratedthatif theutility functionwasadditivelyseparableovertime,theoptimal
solutionnotmerelyjustifiedMahalanobis'sconclUsionbutamuchstrongerresult.
Putbriefly,it wasshownthattheoptimalsolutionin thismodelwouldshoweither
investmentspecializationor consumptionspecializationi theinitialphasesexcept
for a razor's-edgecasewhichcouldinpracticebeignored.Forthecaseofacountry
likeIndia,investmentspecializationappearedto betherelevantphase.See[2] and
[4].
Developmentplanningis anexampleof whatAdolphLowehas describedas
"instrumentalinference"[10,esp.pp. 325-344]. Theprincipalcharacteristicof
suchan inferenceis thatwearenotinterestedin thetaskof "prediction"assuch
butin thatof determiningpoliciesor controlsthatwill ensuretheattainmentof
certainspecifiedgoalsorobjectives.Thisis,ofcourse,thesamepointthatTinbergen
hadmadeinhisbasicworkonpolicy(14]whenhepointedoutthattherewasalogi-
cal inversioninvolvedin passingfroman"analyticalmodel"to "policymodels".
Dataandtheunknownschangetheirplaces.
In thecontextof investmentplanning,whichis themainareafor which
growthmodelsaregenerallyconsideredto berelevant,hemainissuewouldcentre
aroundour abilityto deducethetrajectoriesovertimeof output,consumption
andinvestmentlevelsthatin somewell-specifiedsenseareoptimalonthebasisof
initiallyspecifiedcapitalstocksandsuchconstraintsasareconsideredinviolable.As
regards"optimality",theproblemisoneofdefiningpreferencesovertimewhichare
insomesensecongruentwithsociety'sethicalconcerns.Therearemanybasklogical
issuesovertimesuchaswhatis theproperdefmitionof 'society'fromanintertem-
pora!pointof view. Is it ethicallyappropriateoexpressapreferenceforadvancing
thetimingof futuresatisfaction?Theseandvariousotherissueshavebeendebated
in theliteraturewhichwemayassumeasknownin thiscontext[2]. Sufficeit to
notethatmanypeoplefindit acceptableif theutilityfunctionovertimeweretobe
expressedas an integralof instantaneoustilitylevelsof consumptionpercapita
definedovertheplanningperiod.Debateonthequestionofwhatthelengthof the
planningperiodshouldbeis anintricateone,which,forourpresentdiscussion,will
beassumedto befinite. Thenweshallneedto assumecertainterminalconditions.
As analternativeto thepreferencefunctionmentionedabove,wecanalsousethe
terminalvaluemaximizingpreferencefunctionswhichmanypeopledo not find
particularlyappealing.
The questionthat I wantto exploreis whethergrowthmodelshelpusin
characterisingtheclassof pathsthatcanberegardedasoptimalin regardto the
above-mentionedtypesof preferencefunctions.To thequestionwhetherwecan
determine"generic"propertiesof optimalgrowthpathswhicharisefromconjoint
Howrobustwasthisconclusion?Thiswaspartlytestedby MartinWeitzman
[16]. Thiswasdoneby relaxingtheassumptionofverticallyintegratedsectors.He
dealtwith the questionof whetherany qualitativelydifferentconclusionwould
followin a stylizedthree-sectormodelwhichallowedfor theexistenceof a pure
intermediates ctor.Hisconclusionwasthatif therewerenoinitialexcesscapacity
in thesystem,thenthethree-sectormodeldidnot needto differin anyessential
wayfromthetwo-sectormodel.Theresultwouldobviouslyextendif morethanone
pureintermediates ctorwasassumed.
ThismeansthatsolongastheMahalanobisa sumptionswerebeingmaintained
on the productionside,possibilitiesof introducingshiftabilityindirectlythrough
allocatinga largerproportionof theoutputof thethird(Le.pureintermediate)
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If ourtechnologyis of thesimpleLeontieftype,nomatterhowlarge,wecan
computethe"turnpike",Le. thecompositionof capitalstockwhichsustainsthe
maximumrateof balancedgrowthfrominformationregardingthetwo Leontief
matricesonflowandcapitalcoefficients.
Thetheoremis validin thiscaseonlyif certainspecialsituationsareruledout
whichimplycyclicinterdependence.2TsukuiandMurakami[15]haveshownthat
ourtwocasesinvolvingforeigntradecanbeaccommodatedwithintheclassof "turn-
piketheorems"by suitablyextendingthemodels.UsingtheLeontieframework,
theyhavealsocomputednumericalsolutionsfor thesecasesas well as for the
Japanese.
Fromourdiscussionsofar,it isquiteclearthatgrowthmodelshavenon-trivial
implicationsfor developmentplanning.In otherwords,in mattersrelatingto the
determinationof volumeandcompositionof capitalstockalongwithchoiceof
technique,wedo getcertaininsightsinto thenaturepf optimaltrajectoriesunder
certainwell-specifiedrestrictionson technologyandpreference.Wefindthatthe
conceptof "steadygrowth",whichis descriptivelyunrealistic,cannonetheless
provideuswithsignificantnormativepropositions.Wealsonotethatacapital-using
economy,nomatterwhomanagesit,willneedtoobservecertaindirectionalchanges
withregardto thecompositionofcapitalstocks,providedit hascertainlong-runin-
terestsinview.
Comparedwiththedescriptivegrowthmodels,wherethetheoryof thetraverse
in th senseof passageforonesteadygrowthtoanotherisstilllargelyanun-explored
territory,wearein abetterpositionwithregardto thetreatmentofplanningques-
tions.Thequestionthatmayberaisedatthisstageiswhetherwehavenotinsome
criticalrespectsoversimplifiedthe planningproblemso as to provideus with
tractablesituations.Weturntoadiscussionof theseissuesin thenextsection.
1lI
Thefirstpointto noteaboutourearlierdiscussionisthatwehavereducedthe
problemof developmentplanningto theplanningof realcapitalformation.Clearly,
thereis verymuchmoreto theproblemofdevelopmentplanningthanplanningreal
capitalformation. Therearemanyprofoundandcomplexproblemsinvolving
adaptationsof institutionalstructureof a developingsocietywhichdeservevery
carefulattention. Clearly,growthmodelscannothelpus in determiningthese
changes.However,in so farasrapidcapitalaccumulationcanbe shownto bea
desideratumof economicpolicy,growthmodelscanprovideuswithsomesignificant
criteriafor evaluatingrecommendationsfor suchchanges.Thisisbecausethetypes
of modelswehaveconsideredmakeuseofinstitutionalcategoriessuchasprofitsand
wagesinarelativelyinessentialmanner.
2To ruleout thesecases,empiricalinformationis calledfor.
-
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Evenwithoutcommittingoneselfto a 'convergencetheory'it is possibleto
maintainthattherearecertainkindsof verticalandhorizontalrelationsofcompati-
- bilitywhichagrowingeconomymustnecessarilyobey.A betterunderstandingof
theserelationshipsis oneof theprincipalcontributionsthatgrowththeoryhasmade
to ourpoolof economicknowledge.Whenonelooksbackonthepastliteratureon
businesscycles,onecanseebetterwhydiscussionhadto besoveryadhocasthey
mostlyregardeda stationaryequilibriumasthebenchmarkfor most of theirdis-
cussion.Similarly,classicaltheoriesof comparativeadvantagesufferedfromthe
failureto takeintoaccounttheimplicationsofsustainedratesofchange.Ourevalu-
ationof commercialpoliciesmayhavebeenaccordinglybiasedin thedirectionof
whatpeoplehavedescribedas'existing'rahterthan'incremental'comparativeadvan-
tage.
To getpeopletothinksystematicallyin termsof ratesofchangeratherthanin
termsof absolutelevelsis undoubtedlyanimpwvementwhosevaluefewwilldeny.
Butsomemaywonderwhetherwehavenotbeenguiltyof drawingpracticalpolicy
conclusionsfromrelativelysimpleconstructs.
I believethatthereis somesubstancein thischarge.Butweshouldbecareful
abouttheexactnatureof thischarge.It is notpossibleto maintainthatamore
elaboratemodelis necessarilysuperiorto a simplerone. Muchdependson the
realismandrelevanceofastrategicsimplificationthatamodelmayembody.Thus,I
feelthatthemainlimitationof theMahalanobismodelin regardto Indiadoesnotlie
in itsneglectof foreigntradeorof intermediates ctorsforthereasonsstatedearlier,
butinitstreatmentof 'realwages'implicitin themodel.
Whileit maynot bemorerealisticto maketheassumptionof adaptivereal
wageratefor a fully plannedeconomy, thequestionis altogetherdifferentfor a
mixedeconomy.Furthermore,in aneconomywherefoodconstitutesa primary
constituentof the realwagebasket,andagriculturedependslargelyon land,to
postulatea fIXedcapital-outputratiois anundulyoptimisticassumptionbasedon
ignoringdiminishingreturnsforever.
Similarly,whenwemoveto thediscussionof 'turnpiketheorems'forthegen-
eralvonNeumannmodel,we postulateinvariantechnologicalpossibilitiesalong
witha fairlyrigidformulationof anintertemporalpreferencefunction.Whilethe
questionof expressingourpreferencesfor futureconsumptioni a fairlyflexible
manneris yetarelativelyunexploredarea,somerelaxationsarebeingmadein regard
to theassumptionof fixity of technologymatrices.But thenthemodelosesits
appealingsimplicity.
I nowturnto averylivecontemporaryissuein planning.Thisrelatesto the
discussiononemploymentgenerationi lessdevelopedcountries.If wecanassume
thatrealwagesarefixeduntilfullemploymentis reached,andtechnologyis given
onceandfor all,thenwecanshowthatthemaximumrateof balancedgrowth,Le.
theturnpike,constitutesa time-minimizingsolutionto full employment.Thismay
imply that alongthe waywe canhavea significantamountof unemployment
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initiallyeventhoughtheunemployedarebeingdrawnintoproductiveworkasfastas
possible.A pertinentquestion,however,is whatdowedoabouttheunemployed
today. This impliesthatwehaveto findoutmethodsby meansof whichwecan
takecareof theentirepopulation,notmerelyof thosewhoaregoingto beem-
ployed.
Clearly,wecannotgiveanyanswertothishighlycomplexquestionof treating
theproblemofpresent-futurechoiceorthedistributionof incomesamongstthecon-
temporariesa twomutuallydisjunctsetsof issues.Formally,bothaspectsmaybe
combinedby addingweightagetothefateof thecurrentlyunemployedin specifying
ourpreferencefunctionovertime. Giventheinformationprovidedby technology,
wecanthenworkouttheimpliedoptimizingsolutions.
Butthreedifficultiesappearasimportant.Firstly,wehavetodeviseamethod
of effectingtransferstothosewhoarenotemployedtoday;secondly,weshouldseek
to avoidthechoiceof technologywhichimpliesanavoidableossoncurrentoutput;
and,fmally,weshouldensurethatthequantumandstructureof capitalformation
changeinanappropriatelong-runsense.
Of thesethreeproblems,thefirstreferstoawholecomplexof issuesrelatingto
ensuringeffectivesocialsecurityarrangements.Thesecondissuepertainsto the
much-debatedquestionsof an"appropriatetechnology".The thirdrefersto the
classicalproblemsofcapitalaccumulation.
Howmuchlightdothegrowthmodelshedonansweringthesebasicquestions?
Typically,growthmodelsaresupposedonlytohelpasaidsto clearthinkingonthe
thirdsetofquestions.Thisisbecausethesemodelsdonotpayattentiontothecom-
positionofconsumptiondemandbyhouseholdgroups.If thedistributionof income
is solelydependenton themarketmechanismandall labourwereassumedto be
homogeneousanduniformlyavailableatagivenwagerate,thenobviouslywehaveto
thinkof theso-callednon-economicmethodsof arrangingfor consumpionof those
whoareunemployed.Butif wethinkin termsofamodifiedmarketmechanism,Le.
wevisualizeasystemofappropriateaxesandsubsidies,thelevelofemploymentcan
be shownto increaseconsistentwith a certaindesiredrateof growthof capital
accumulationsolongasthedesiredrateis lessthanthemaximumtechnologically
permittedone.
Thisis obviouslyanimportantgain.Butthequestionremainsastohowbest
to implementsuchacomprehensivesystemof taxesandsubsidies.Heretheproblem
ariseswhetherwecannotorganizelabourdirectlyin teamswhichwillcreatcapitalon
themarginthroughredistributingcurrentconsumption.In thissituation,certainver-
ticalrelationshipsin productionbetweendirectlyproductivecapitalandsocialover-
headcapitalmaybeeffectedthroughintroducingnon-marketmodelsof mediation
butthemaintenanceof horizontalrelationshipsmaybeleft tothemodifiedmarket
mechanism.In organizingthesenon-marketmodelsofinter-mediation,thequestion
of propertyrightscomesup alongwiththeproblemof intermeshingdecisionson
differentlevelsofplanning.Theissueisbestseenin thecontextof organizingpublic
"-
works.Whiletheissuemeritsa lengthydecision,I shallnotventureanydiscussion
here.Sufficeit to notefor thepresentthattheexistenceofproblemsof thisnature
- doessuggestthatdevelopmentplanningmustincreasinglygettogripswithproblems
of information,ownershipandcontrol,issueswhichhavebeenverylightlytouched
uponin theexistingliterature.It alsomeansthatouruseof certainsimplegrowth
modelsneedsto begreatlyqualifiedby agreaterawarenessofcertainrealifeissues
theyabstractfrom. However,all thisdoesnotsuggestthatweneedtothrowaway
the"growthmodels"asirrelevantexercisesandstartall overagain.I thinkthat,
properlyinterpreted,theyhaveimportantlessonsforuswhichnocapital-usingform
ofsocietywhichisalsoagrowingonecanaffordtoignore.
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